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B. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Project Title: Yolo Bypass Management Strategy, Phase II
Amount Requested: $467,147

Applicant Name(s): Yolo Basin Foundation

Primary Contact: Robin Kulakow, Executive Director, Yolo Basin Foundation, P.O. Box 943, Davis, CA
95617, Telephone: 530/756-7248, Fax: 530/757-4824, E-mail: robin@yolobasin.org

Participantsand Collaborators:Yolo Basin Foundation (YBF), Yolo Bypass Working Group (Working
Group), Jones & Stokes

Program Summary: The Working Group is proposing to conduct Phase II of the current Yolo Bypass
Management Strategy (Management Strategy) project, funded through a CALFED grant from the 1998
funding package. Contract management support would be provided by the Foundation. The project is
proposed under the "FloodManagement/Bypasses as an Ecosystem Tool" topic area. The Working Group
is a locally driven stewardshipand stakeholder group of private landowners and water users in the Yolo
Bypass (Bypass)and representativesof other relevant agenciesassociated with the functionsofthe Bypass.

The group was created with the management and organization assistance of the Foundation through the
Management Strategy project.

The project area is located in Yolo and Solano Counties on the west side of the lower Sacramento River
in CALFED's ERPP ecozone 10 (Yolo Basin). The objective of the project is to continue the technical
research, planning, and stakeholder development efforts begun under the current Management Strategy
project to ensure existence of the necessary data, assurances, and support for implementation of potential
habitat enhancementprojects in the Bypass. The viability of future ecological enhancementin the Bypass
is dependent on landowner and flood management agency willingness and participation. Additionally,
there are uncertainties about the baseline ecological condition in the Bypass. This project would involve
establishing such abaseline; continuing the Working Group public outreach process; conducting analyses
of: the costs and benefits associated with potential ecological enhancements; compensation for land-use
changes; hydrologic and hydraulic impacts, and mitigation; and developing a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) addressing the assurances required by landowners and all other affected parties.

Unless these tasks are completed, the viability and feasibilityof additionalecological enhancementsin the
Bypass remain uncertain.

The proposal includes seven hypotheses; the overall hypothesis is that private landowners can maintain
their livelihoodsand lifestyleswhile participatingin ecological enhancementactivitieson their lands. The
proposed project is a good-faith effort to ensure that the CALFED ERPP goals can be achieved in
partnership with, rather than at the expense of, economic viability of Bypass landowners. The proposed
project is intended to increase the likelihood of meeting CALFED's ERPP goals of achieving recovery of
at-risk native speciesdependenton the SanFrancisco Bay and Sacramento-SanJoaquin Rivers Delta (Bay-
Delta) and the Bypass; rehabilitating the natural processes in the Bay-Delta system to support natural
aquatic and associated terrestrial biotic communities; maintainingand enhancing populations of selected
species for sustainablecommercialand recreational harvest; and protectingand restoring functional habitat
types for public values such as recreation, scientific research, and aesthetics.
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C. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Working Group, with contract management support provided by the Yolo Basin Foundation
(Foundation), proposes the followingproject entitled Y olo Bypass Management Strategy, Phase I1." This
proposal is made under the "Flood Management/Bypasses as an Ecosystem Tool" topic area. The
Foundation will be the responsible contracting party and fiscal manager for the project. The Working
Group is a locally driven stewardship and stakeholder group of private landowners and water users in the
Bypass and representativesof relevant agencies associated with the Bypass. The group was created with
management and organization assistance from the Foundationthroughthe ongoing Management Strategy
project funded by a 1998 CALFED grant (Appendix A and Figure 1). The Working Group is not
incorporated and therefore defers all fiscal management of the proposed project to the Foundation.

Background: Aspartof CALFED, an ERPP was developed that outlinesproposed goals, objectives, and
restoration actions for the San Francisco Bay and the Bay-Delta. The Yolo Basin isidentified in the ERPP
as an Ecological Management Zone. Pages 334 through 352 of Volume I of the ERPP present a fairly
comprehensive vision for the Yolo Basin, including discussion of ecological improvement goals and
stressors focusing on specific ecological processes and habitats and stressors related to agricultural water
use, gravel mining, water-borne contaminants, and invasive non-native species.

1. Statement of the Problem
a. Problem

The ERPP discussion of the Yolo Basin does not address potential impacts to flood conveyance, land use,
and water use that could be posed by ecological enhancementsin the Bypass. It also does not discuss the
economic impacts of such land-use changesto existing agriculturaland duck club properties. Almost all
of the lands within the Bypass are privately owned and are in agricultural production or managed
wetland hunting clubs. Furthermore, all privately owned lands within the Yolo Bypass are under
flowage easements managed by the State of California Reclamation Board for the purpose of
ensuringthe adequate and unencumbered flow of floodwatersthrough the lower SacramentoRiver
Valley to the Bay-Delta. Lastly, the Bypass is considered by both the State Reclamation Board and
the US. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to be at flood management design capacity based on
measured flows and stage levels during the 1986 flood event.

The goal of current 1998 CALFED project is forthe Working Group to develop a locally driven, long-term
management strategy for the Bypass (Figure 1). The final product ofthe project will be a documenttitled

the Yolo Bypass Management Strategy (Figure 2). This document will be completed in Summer of 2000
and will outline preliminary measures to:

maintain current flood conveyance capacity;

maintain current agricultural operations, managed duck clubs, and other land uses;

preserve and enhance existing habitat values;

assist farmerswith implementingeconomically feasible, "wildlifefriendly" agricultural practices;
improve fish passage, and spawning and rearing habitats; and

improve shorebird, waterfowl, and upland habitats.

The Working Group has been meeting monthly since November 1999 with increasing numbers of
landowners and other stakeholdersattending each meeting. The meetings have been highly successful in

organizing all interested parties into a cohesive group that is openly discussing land use, flood
management, resource policy, economics, and ecological issues.

Key concerns raised regarding ecological enhancement land-use changeshave included the effects of such
changes on avian game species populations and hunting yields and the associated economic impacts on

-




Figure 1

Management Strategy for the Yolo Bypass
Information Sheet

Study Introduction and Purpose

The Yolo Basin Foundation (Foundation) has
received a CALFED Bay-Delta Program
(CALFEDYyrant to develop a long-term strategy
for managing fish and wildlife habitat while
maintaining agricultural economic viability and
flood control in the Yolo Bypass (Bypass). The
grant will fund a year long process that will
bring the landowners, agencies, and other
stakeholders in the Bypass together to develop
mutually beneficial strategies. The project will
produce a report documenting the proposed
Management Strategy (Strategy), as well as other
documents focusing on consensus-based
management scenarios for habitat, agriculture,
flood control, and recreational activities
consistent with agricultural, flood control, and
recreational uses.

The Bypass has great potential for providing
wildlife habitat while continuing agricultural
land use. The adverse effects of recent floods
on farm economics make this an opportune time
to examine the management of the Bypass as a
whole. Proposed changes to the Sacramento
River Flood Control Project also make a case
for initiating stakeholder discussions and
developinga locally based vision for the Bypass.
The Foundation believes that local stakeholders
should have direct input in creating a vision far
the Bypass that protects their interests while
also helpingto guide projects proposed by others.

The primary goal of the project is to foster
stakeholder stewardship of the Bypass in order
to encourage practices that protect and enhance
fish and wildlife habitat while respecting and
maintaining economic viability of agriculture
and other uses. The Foundation is committed to
maintaining landowners' flexibility and ability to
farm economically. Strategic solutions will only
be recommended for lands of willing participants.

Key Characteristics of the Strategy:

= The process for developing the Strategy will
be driven by directly affected stakeholders.

» The process will include input from other
interested local and agency stakeholders.

« The Strategy will focus on voluntary measures
involving willing landowners and other
stakeholders.

= The Strategy will recommend, but will not
implement, an array of management scenarios.

Key Objectives df the Strategy:
» Maintain current flood conveyance capacity.

» Maintain current agricultural and other
land uses.

* Preserve existing habitat values.

* Assist farmers with implementing
economically feasible and "wildlife friendly
agricultural practices.

* Improve fish passage, spawning, and
rearing habitat.

* Improve shorebird and waterfowl! habitat.

Potential Components df the Strategy:

* Modifying flood control structures for
operational flexibility and improved
fish passage.

» Improving connectivity of existing habitat.

s Proposing an array of projects for improving
wetland and riparian habitats that provide the

greatest habitat benefit without jeopardizing
flood conveyance capacity.

= Recommending easements and fee title
acquisitions for habitat improvement while
maintaining agriculture land uses.

@yolo bastn foundation
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Study Area

The Yolo Bypass is a leveed 59,000-acre floodplain in
Yolo and Solano Counties. As part of the Sacramento
River Flood Control Project, it carries floodwaters from
the Sacramento, Feather, and American Rivers and
their tributaries into the Sacramento-San Joaquin River
Delta. It provides flood protection to the Cities of
Sacramento, West Sacramento, Davis, and Woodland;
agricultural land for a variety of fanning uses; and
riparian and wetland habitats. In years when it floods,
the Bypass is a migration route and a spawning and
rearing area for many sensitive Bay-Delta fish species.
It also provides habitat for shorebird, waterfowl, and
terrestrial species. Large areas within the Yolo Bypass
are currently managed for wildlife habitat, including
the Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area, Conaway Ranch, and
the duck clubs in the south Bypass.

Yolo Basin Foundation

The Foundation is the nonprofit organization that
initiated and coordinated the effort to create the

Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area beginning in 1990.

It is interested in finding balanced solutions for
expanding habitat opportunities while maintaining

a viable agricultural economy and floodwater
conveyance system in the Bypass. The Foundation's
Executive Director, Robin Kulakow, is project manager
for the Management Strategy. Jones & Stokes
Associates is under contract with the Foundation to
provide technical and strategic expertise.

Stakeholders

Stakeholdersin this project include landowners, fanners,
duck club owners, and residents; state, federal, and
local agencies; local elected officials; and local
watershed and other nonprofit groups.

Contact Information

If you wish to comment on, or participate in, this
project, please contact Robin Kulakow, Yolo Basin
Foundation, 530/756-7248.




FIGURE 2

Yolo Bypass Management Strategy
Draft Document Outline
May 15,2000

| Introduction
A. Location of Project

B. Project Purpose

C. Project Process
1. Stakeholder Involvement
2. Working Group
3. CALFED

D. Future of Project

E. Related Past and Ongoing Studies/Projects
1. Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture Suitability Analysis
2. North Delta National Wildlife Refuge
3. DWR-Fish Population Studies
4,

Central Valley Habitat Joint Venture Hydrologic Analysis for the Vic Fazio

Yolo Wildlife Area
5. Corps Comprehensive Study

F. Public Agency/Institutional Interests

Il Existing Land Use Conditions in Bypass
A. Economics/Land Use
1. Agriculture
2. Duck Clubs
3. Existing Easements
a. Flowage Easements
b. Conservation Easements
4. Public Ownership
5. Other

B. Flood Conveyance

Yolo Bypass Management Strategy 1
Draft Report Outline

May 15, 2000




FIGURE 2 - continued

C. Physical Processes
1. Groundwater
2. Hydrology
3. Soils

D. Water Use
1. Surface
2. Groundwater
3. Timing

E. Habitat
1. Dry (non-flood) Conditions
a. Agricultural Land
b. Duck Clubs
c. Irrigation Ditches
d. Tule Canal/Toe Drain
e. Sloughs
f. Ponded Areas
0. Established Habitat Areas

2. Flooded Conditions
a. Fish Habitat
b. Shorebird Habitat
c.. Other

3. Conclusions—Status/Quality/Benefits of Existing Habitat

III  Assurances Required by Stakeholders for Habitat Enhancement Activities
A. Maintenance of Economic Viability

1. Timing, Frequency and Duration of Flooding
2. Duck Club/Sanctuary Issue
B. Protection of Lifestyle

C. Fair Compensation

D. Safe Harbor

E. Memorandum of Understanding/Acknowledgment of Working Group as Advisory
Entity

Yolo Bypass Management Strategy 2 May 1S, 2000
Draft Repon Outline




FIGURE 2 - continued
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Opportunities for Potential Habitat Expansion in Bypass
A. Likely Target Species

B. Potential Alternatives
1. Habitat-Friendly Farming
2. Triple Cropping (fall flooding for shorebirds, winter flooding for fish, and
spring-summeragricultural crops)
3. Expansion of Habitat Along Drainage Ditches/Sloughs
4._ Expansion of Habitat Along Tule CanaVVToe Drain
5. Creation of Additional Ponded Areas

C. Conclusions
1. Primary Likely Benefits
2. Compatibility with Current Land Uses

Limits to/Restrictions on Habitat Creation and Possible Mitigating Actions
A. Flood Conveyance Requirements

1. Reclamation Board’s Position
2. Potential Solutions

B. Economic Viability

1. Effects of Flooding (timing, frequency, duration) on Agricultural Viability
2. Crop Types

3. Duck Club/Sanctuary Issue

Additional Studies Required to Select, Design, and Implement Potential Projects
A. Hydraulics & Hydrology Modeling

1. Effects of Habitat Creation on Flood Conveyance, Frequency, and Duration
2. Effects of Proposed Projects on Neighboring Lands

B. Economic Analysis of Fair Compensation

C. Effectivenessof Habitat Creation—Monitoringof Installed Projects

Monitoring of Future Habitat Creation Projects
A. Methods of Monitoring and Reporting

Yolo Bypass Management Strategy 3 May 15.2000
Draft Report Outline




FIGURE 2 - continued

VIH Conclusions
A. Summary of Requirementsto Keep Stakeholder Support

B. Summary of Potential Overall Habitat and Land Use Benefits of Potential Projects

C. Future of the Project
1. Role of Working Group
2. CALFED Proposal for Fiscal Year 2001

Appendices
. Working Group Members
Additional Stakeholders
Existing Easement/Compensation Programs
Habitat-Friendly Farming References
Species Lists

. North Delta National Wildlife Refuge~Current Status Report
Bibliography of Related Studies
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Yolo Bypass Management Strategy 4
Draft Report Outline

May 135, 2000



duck clubs; reduced crop yields from flood damages, increased pests and diseases, and shortened growing
seasons; increased costs of flood-control infrastructure; increased operations and maintenance costs to
remediatethe effectsofflooding; reduced farmableacreage; and possiblerestrictions on currentoperations

as a result of the potential introduction of special-status species on or near agricultural or duck club
properties.

The landowners have expressed a general willingness to discuss ecological enhancement activities and

land-usechanges inthe Bypass provided that certain factorsare comprehensivelyaddressed. These factors
include:

m  fair market compensation to private landowners for land-use changes;

® analysis of and mitigation for hydrologic and hydraulic impacts of land-use changes; and

®m acknowledgment,in the form of an MOU signed by all affected parties within the Bypass and all
organizations having a vested interest in the Bypass of the Working Group as the primary
organizationthat should provide advice on future land use inthe Bypass. In particular, the MOU
should address "'safe harbor" issues so that special-status species can be protected but landowners
may maintain their economically important operations.

b. Conceptual Model

The viability of future ecological enhancementprojectsinthe Bypassis dependenton landownerand flood
management agency willingnessand participation. Without such support, the likelihoodofsuccess ofsuch
projects is limited. While anecdotal and scientific data that provide a strong basis of the ecological
importance of the Bypass exist, no qualitative or quantitativeanalyseshave been conducted in the Bypass
(or any other State Flood Control Project bypass) to better understand the costs and benefits associated
with potential ecological enhancements, land compensation, hydrologic and hydraulic impacts and
mitigation, and continued relevant governmental/private landowner communication. Additionally, an
analysis of existing habitat in the Bypass to ascribe it a baseline value has not been done. Without such

ananalysis, it remains uncertain if proposed ecological enhancements in the Bypass are viable or feasible
(Figure 3).

c. Hypotheses Being Tested

The objective of the proposed project is to address the aforementioned landowner concerns to
accommaodate future ecological enhancementswhile protecting landowner interests. The tasks presented
inthis proposal are considereda continuation of the important work and dialogue initiated by the Working
Group. The tasks will focus on conducting highly refined applied science to analyze specific technical,
economic, and policy factors associated with proposed ecological enhancements in the Bypass and on the
cumulative analysis of these factors in the context of costs and benefits. The project will also include a
postproject monitoring effortto determine its success and the appropriatenessof applying similar projects
in similar flood bypass areas. Specifically, the project will focus on the following hypotheses:

m  The level of compensationthat farmers and duck club managers are willing to accept in exchange
for their participation in ecological enhancementprogramsdiffersbased on several variables. The
Working Group believes that win-win situations for ecological enhancement on agricultural lands
can occur where agriculturalprofitability is currently low because of flood hazards or low cropland
suitability; the landowner has chosen to make a land-use and/or lifestyle change; and/or potential

ecological productivity is high and financial compensation for such productive lands nears, meets,
or exceeds existing economic returns.

Similarly, the Working Group believes that win-win situations for additional ecological
enhancement on duck club properties are likely to occur where water delivery and quality are not
compromised and compensation for additional land-use changes are commensurate with any

3.
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additional operations and maintenance costs associated with such changes. Furthermore, such
mutually beneficial situations must be compatible with the numerous state and federal agency

easementspresently held on the majority of Bypass duck clubsthat require specific land and water
management practices to support resident waterfowl and other species.

Providing information on the typical financial consequences of shallow water flooding and other

ecologicalenhancementactivitieswill increase landowners’ willingnessto participate in ecological
enhancement programs.

®m  Providing informationon the typical benefits and costs associated with implementing ecological
enhancementsinthe Bypasswill help restorationprogram managers identify properties that would
be economically feasible to include in enhancement programs and would allow further public
education and dialogue regarding these sensitive land-use modifications.

m  Site-sensitive hydrologic and hydraulic modeling that is additive to existing and ongoing macro-
level modeling efforts by the Corps needs to be developed to assess hypothetical site-specific
habitat scenarios throughout the Bypass. Such an effort would define the potential micro-level
effects of ecological enhancement activities on adjacent landowners and would also be necessary
to assess potential effectsofsuch activitieson the overall flood conveyancecapacity of the Bypass.

B An MOU between landowners, resource agencies, and other parties with an interest in the Bypass
is critical to the overall CALFED goal of ecological enhancementin the Bypass. The emphasis
of the MOU should be to link the dialogue developed through the current Management Strategy
project to actual implementation of projects that enhance ecological values and protect the
economic viability and lifestyles associated with existing land uses.

® |dentification and assessment of the relative costs and benefits of potential ecological
enhancementsinthe Bypasswill expandthe body ofknowledge needed forimplementationof such

projects in this location and, potentially, other flood bypasses. Such analysis will require
determination of baseline conditions and the value of these conditions.

®m A post-project monitoring effort that focuses on general stewardshipprocesses and, in particular,
on critical decision-makingnodes during such a process, is necessary to determine the value and
applicability of this type of locally based planning process. This is important not only in the
Bypass, but for other bypass areas and the larger CALFED study area. This monitoring effort is
integral to CALFED’s adaptive management principles.

The technical basis for these hypotheses comes from 8 months of work by the Working Group and a
significant library of reference materials (Appendix B).

2. Proposed Scope of Work
a. Project Location

The Bypass is located in Yolo and Solano Counties on the west side of the lower Sacramento River
(Figures 4a and 4b), in CALFED’s ERPP ecozone 10 (Yolo Basin). The site is entirely within the
boundaries of the Sacramento River Flood Control Project. The center point of the project area is
621600,4267200, coordinate system, UTM Zone 10,datum NAD 27.

b. Project Approach
As previously stated, there are seven key hypotheses that, if tested, will expand the body of knowledge
necessary to support the successful implementation of ecological enhancement projects and the

maintenance of private landowners’ economic viability in the Bypass. These hypotheses are addressed
below as specific tasks that would be performed under the proposed project. The Working Group and the

4-




FIGURE 4a: Project Location Map

Source: USGS, 1:100,000 Quadrangle,
Digital Raster Graphic
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FIGURE 4b: Project Location Map
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Foundation propose that Jones & Stokes continue as the technical and facilitation subconsultant for this
phase of the project. Figure 5 shows a proposed timeline for the project.

As stated in the Conceptual Model, the proposed tasks are all integral to gaining landowner and flood
managementagencyto supportand potential participationinpossible future habitat enhancementactivities
in the Bypass. Therefore, all of the proposed tasks are inseparable. The project could be funded
incrementally to the extent that the project schedule is not altered significantly. Payments could be made
following completionof milestones or based on periods of performance as long as neither the Foundation
nor its subconsultantis expected to work significantlyin arrears.

Task 1. Continue Bypass Working Group Meetings. For the following tasks to be effective, the open
communication that has been successfully fostered between members of the Working Group, agency
representatives, and technical experts needs to continue. Working Group meetings are organized by the

Foundation with support from meeting facilitators,and include presentations by technical specialists from
the private and public sectors. This task would include:

®  organizationand facilitation of Working Group and subcommittee meetings;
®m  development, distribution, and revision of meeting minutes; and
m coordination of guest speakers, meeting topics, and meeting agendas.

Expected Products/Outcomes: Meeting minutes, agendas, and technical memoranda.
Start Date: March 2001. Completion Date: May 2002. Budget: $115,142.

Task 2. Fair Market Compensation for Ecological Enhancement Land-use Changes. A technical
team including a farm appraiser, an agricultural economist, a waterfowl habitat management specialist, a
restoration ecologist, and a hydrologist will assist the Working Group in identifying the changes in land
use that could result from proposed ecological enhancement activities in the Bypass. This will include
analyses of numerous habitat suitability distribution scenarios. The analyses will also identify the effects
such changes would likely have on agricultural operating costs, cropping patterns, crop yields, crop
revenues, water use, and profitability; and on waterfow! populations, hunting yields, water and habitat
management, existing conservation easements, and water quality and disease management on duck clubs.
The objective of this analysis is to provide informationto farmers and duck club managers in the Bypass
to help them evaluatethe financial consequencesoftheir participation in ecologicalenhancementprograms
and the reasonablenessofmonetary compensationfor participatingin such activities,which could include:

creating seasonal shallow-water habitat for native fishes,

enhancing and creating habitat comdors associated with water conveyance facilities,
creating riparian habitat in areas not critical to conveyance of flood flows, and
implementing other habitat-friendly farming practices.

This task would involve:

m interviewing real estate appraisal specialists working on federal, state, private, and non-
governmentalorganization habitat restoration programsto assessthe range of compensation levels
that have historically been accepted for participation;

® interviewing farmers, reclamationand imgation district managers, and duck club managers in the
Bypass and at other Central Valley restoration sites to identify management responses they are
likely to make to specified changes in flooding and vegetative cover (in other words, including

adjustments Bypass land managers have already made in response to recent increases in flooding
duration and frequency);

m analyzing the likely effects of existing flowage easements on compensation levels;

-5




Figure 5
Yolo Bypass Management Sirategy
Phzse I
Proposed Project Timeline

Task 1. Continue Yolo Bypass Working Group Meetings.

Task 2. Fair Market Value Compensation for Habitat-Based Land-Use Changes.
Task 3. Hydrology and Hydraulics Sensitivity Analysis,

Task 4. Memorandum of Understanding (MOU).

Task 5. Benefit and Cost Analysis of Ecological Restoration Opportunities.
Task 6. Post Project Monitonng.

Task 7. Project Management.
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m identifying the key variables (for example, farm size/duck club size, elevation, soils, levee

protection, drainage improvements, and location)that affectagricultural and managed habitat costs
associated with land-use changes; and

®m estimating a reasonable range of compensation levels for specified changes in flooding or
implementing specified ecological enhancementactivities.

Expected Products/Outcomes: A technical report summarizing a reasonable range of compensation
levels for various levels of participation in restoration programs.

Start Date: March2001. Completion Date: April 2001. Budget: $95,474.

Task 3. Hydrology and Hydraulics Modeling. A hydrology and hydraulics modeling analysis will be
conducted to evaluatethe effectsofpotential land-use changes on flood conveyance capacityand localized
flood frequency and duration. A technical team including a hydrologist, a hydrologic modeler, a fluvial
geomorphologist, and agency specialists (likely from the Corps, the State Reclamation Board, and the

Department of Water Resources (DWR) Floodplain Management Division) will oversee model
development.

Our hypothesisis that a one-dimensional flow model (HEC-RAS or UNET) calibratedto match the results
of previous two-dimensional models (M A -2 modeling by the Corps) will be a versatile and less
expensive analysis tool capable of simulating a full range of flows (for example, 500 cfs to 500,000 cfs)

and management measures with sufficientaccuracy to meet the infopnation needs of flood management
agencies.

Model developmentwill include the following steps:

® meet with DWR, the Corps, and the State Reclamation Board to obtain concurrence on the
modeling approach;

®m developahydraulicsmodel that simulatesthe effectsof potential ecological enhancementprojects
on:

- localized planned inundationto create floodplain habitat,
- flood risk and irrigation operations on neighboring parcels, and
- flood stages along the Bypass during major floods;

®  meet with DWR and the State Reclamation Board to present modeling results and seek approval
of the model as a basis for decisions regarding proposed projects in the Bypass;

B surveybathymetryand roughnessconditionsalongthe Tule CanaVToeDrain to obtain data needed
for accurate simulation of flows in the Tule Canal/Toe Drain;

®m simulate the effects of potential ecological enhancement projects on lands of willing participants
and neighboring landowners, including:

- identify relatively low areas along the floodplain adjacent to the Tule CanaVToe Drain that
would be suited for controlled inundation,

- simulate the inundated areas that would result from excavation and/or weirs that would be
included in proposed projects, and

- simulate the effects of selected project locations and designson flood stages along the Bypass
and possibly also simulating potential mitigation measures.




Expected Products/Qutcomes:

® technical memoranda will document analysis methodology approved by DWER, DFG, National

Marine Fisheries Service, and the State Reclamation Board for the simulation of potential
vegetation and terrain modifications;

®m survey methods and data, and model design, input, and calibration; and

®m the simulated effects of proposed projects on flood stages and the effectiveness of potential
mitigation measures.

Start Date: March 2001. Completion Date: July 2001. Budget: $86,598.

Task 4. Memorandum of Understanding. The Management Strategy report will discuss potential
ecological enhancementactivitiesthat the Working Group is willing to consider. The report will outline
assurances required by landowners for them to agree to such activities.

Under this task, an MOU would be developed between the Working Group and the relevant local, state,

and federal entities. The MOU would be a critical step towards implementing ecological enhancement
projects and would:

m  formally establish the Working Group as the public review and advisory body for any public
actions proposed for the Bypass, and

®m  further define and formalize the assurances outlined in the Management Strategy report and

establish the Working Group as a key body overseeing implementation of the Management
Strategy.

Key components of the MOU could include protection of private property rights, agreement on *'safe
harbor" assurances with regard to special status species, maintenance of flood conveyance capacity, and
protection of existing economic viability.

This task would include the following steps:

®m  conduct Working Group and subcommitteemeetings to identify appropriateMOU signatories and
develop initial draft language for the MOU,

organize meetings between all signatoriesto further refine the MOU and address concerns,
develop a draft MOU for submittal to all signatoriesfor review,

conduct Working Group meetings to finalize the MOU, and

develop the final MOU for submittal to all signatories for signing.

Expected Products/Outcomes: An MOU between the Working Group and the relevant local, state, and
federal entities.

Start Date: March 2001. Completion Date: December 2001. Budget: $27,104.

Task 5. Benefitand Cost Analysis of Ecological Enhancement Opportunities. Informationdeveloped
through Tasks 2, 3, and 4 will be interpretedto identify and estimate the major economicbenefits and costs

associated with additional ecological enhancement in the Bypass. Types of potential benefits to be
addressed could include, but are not limited to:

®m the ecological benefits of expanded riparian, wetland, and upland habitats including increased
viability of populations of special-status species;

® increased abundance of commercially and recreationally important fish species;

® increased opportunities for recreational wildlife viewing;
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reduced flood damages associated with conversion of flood-prone farmland;

increased early-season irrigation of farm lands associated with shallow-water native fish habitat
projects, in dry years;

weed and pest management through early-season irrigation;
local and regional groundwater recharge effects;
decreased labor costs associated with agricultural and duck club water supply and delivery;

improved water management and conservation; and

increasedmigrant and resident populations ofwaterfowl and other recreationally and economically
important avian game species.

Types of potential costs to be addressed could include, but are not limited to:

m reduced crop yields from flood damages, increased losses to pests and diseases, and a shortened

growing season;

reduced opportunitiesto grow high-value cropsresulting from prolonged periods of excessive soil
moisture;

increased costs of flood-control infrastructureand increased operations and maintenance costs to
remediate the effects of flooding;

potential impacts to areas upstream of the Bypass (for example, Yuba and Sutter Counties) due to
loss of flood conveyance capacity;

reduced farmable acreage associated with conversion of farmland to habitat;
reduced groundwater recharge from a reduction of rice production;

effectson the local economyof losses of jobs and reduced purchases of agricultural equipmentand
materials if the quantity of land in agricultural production is reduced;

decreased hunting yields of waterfowl and upland avian game species resulting from increased
acreage of adjacent non-hunted "sanctuary" habitats; and

increased disruption of farming operations and hunting opportunities resulting from increased
public use and vehicular access in the Bypass.

Some market data is available to assess some of the costs and benefits listed above. However, no data
currently exist regarding the ecological and recreational benefits of ecological enhancementand the costs
of such enhancements to duck-club hunting operations. Indirect valuation methodswill be used to assess
these nonmarket values. For example, the applied economics literature will be reviewed to identify
economic evaluations of similar enhancement programs to identify the key characteristicsthat determine
their benefits and identify the range of values that has been attributed to similar programs in past studies.
Thiseffortcould include an analysis ofthe effectivenessof existing conservation easementprograms. The

benefit-cost assessment will identify the key land characteristics that determine economic suitability for
ecological enhancement.

Expected Products/Outcomes: Atechnical report summarizingthe range of costs and benefits associated
with implementing additional ecological enhancementon farmlands and duck clubs in the Bypass.

Start Date: August 2001. Completion Date: January 2002. Budget: $92,449.




Task 6. Post-Project Monitoring. The current Management Strategy project and its proposed second
phase are innovative processes intended to achieve many of CALFED’s goals. An understanding of the
effectivenessof these processes, and of how to improve upon them, will be essential for more widespread
developmentand implementation ofprojects that meet CALFED’s goals for flood bypasses in the Central

Valley. To gain this critical perspective, this phase of the project will concludewith an evaluation of the
process to date, including:

m an evaluation of the effectiveness of the process in analyzing costs versus benefits of potential
habitat enhancement activities and land-use changes;

m anassessmentofthe effectivenessofthe process in establishingfair market compensation formulas
for land-use changes on private land intended to benefit habitat;

m an evaluation of the Working Group process as a model for public participation in habitat
enhancementprojects involving private lands; and

m an analysis of how critical decision-making occurred, whether such decision-making resulted in
equitable and mutually beneficial solutions, and how this could be improved.

This task would include the following steps:

m conduct Working Group meetings and subcommittee meetings to discuss the effectivenessof the
project process and to make recommendations for improving similar future projects;

®  meet with regulatory and fundingagenciesto discussthe effectivenessand usefulnessofthe project
process and recommendations for improving similar future projects;

m develop a draft post-project monitoring document;

m submitthe post-projectmonitoringdocument for review by the Working Group and relevant local,
state, and federal regulatory and funding agencies; and

m develop a final post-project monitoring document.

Expected Products/Outcomes: Post-project monitoring document discussing the effectiveness of the
project process and recommending guidelines and improvements for similar future projects.

Start Date: March 2002. Completion Date: May 2002. Budget: $27,713.

Task 7. Project Management. The Foundation, on behalf of the Working Group, will provide project
management support for this project. These efforts will include:

m oversight of the subconsultant and associated billings;
®m coordination with appropriate funding agencies and CALFED ERPP staff;
m project presentations at annual CALFED review meetings;
m preparation of quarterly financial and project progress reports for submittal to CALFED;
m oversight of project progress, schedules, and budget; and
®m preparation of a final project report for submittalto CALFED.

Start Date: February 2001. Completion Date: May 2002. Budget: $27,667,

Public Outreach and Local Involvement. All public outreach and local involvement requirements
identified on pages 52 and 61 ofthe PSP are addressed in this proposal, sincethe proposedproject consists
of a local involvement process. All relevant parties are involved and support the project.




D. APPLICABILITY TOCALFEDERP GOALSAND IMPLEMENTATION PLAN AND CVPIA
PRIORITIES

1. ERP Goals and CVPIA Priorities

The proposed project is a good-faith effort to ensure that the CALFED ERPP goals can be achieved in
partnership with, rather than at the expense of, economic viability of Bypass landowners. The proposed

project is to intended increase the likelihood of achieving the following CALFED ERPP goals (where
appropriate):

Goal 1: Achieve recovery of at-risk native speciesdependent on the Delta and the Bypass and minimize

the need for future endangered species listingsby reversing downward population trends of native species
that are not listed (Figure 6).

m  All Priority Group | species (Table 4-1, ERPP) are included under this goal, and
®m  All Priority Group II species (Table 4-1, ERPP) are included under this goal.

Goal 2: Rehabilitate natural processes in the Bay-Delta system to support natural aquatic and associated
terrestrial biotic communities.

®  Manage Bypass canals and waterways so that they may allow shallow water habitats to be created
at economicallyviable times and locations.

Increaseestuarine productivity by allowing for creation of increased habitat in the Bypass that can
contribute increased carbon-based detrital material into the nutrient cycle of the Bay-Delta.

m  Reestablish inundation of floodplain-like areas where such inundation is economically and

seasonally compatible with agricultural and duck club management practices, using control
methods such as removing and rebuilding small control berms.

Goal 3: Maintainand enhancepopulationsof selectedspecies for sustainablecommercialand recreational
harvest consistent with Goals 1 and 2.

m enhance populations of waterfowl for hunting and for other recreation; and
®  maintain fisheries for striped bass, white sturgeon, and non-native game fishes.

Goal 4: Protector restore functional habitat types for public values such as recreation, scientific research,
and aesthetics.

® restoreaquatic,wetland, andriparianhabitats inthe Bypasswhere compatiblewith private land-use
and flood conveyance requirements;

m increasethe areaoftidal marsh by removingorbreeching leveesand opening landsto asmuch tidal

action aspossiblewhere economicallyand functionally feasibleand compatible with adjacent land
uses; and

m  manage portions of the Bypass as seasonal shallow water habitat where economically and
functionally feasible and compatible with adjacent land uses.

2. Relationship to Other Ecosystem Restoration Projects

The members of the Working Group are voluntarily and willingly participating in this locally driven
process because they believe it is important that their voices be heard and that they have an influence on
potential future habitat decisions in the Bypass. A general vision of the Management Strategy project is
to create a mosaic of land uses in the Bypass that includes a variety of agricultural and managed habitat
types, managed by a variety of private, public, and non-profit entities.

-10-




FIGURE 6: Yolo Bypass Species List
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It is very important for CALFED decision-makers to realize that the authoring of and involvement in this
proposal in no way reflects approval, by the Working Group of the proposed U.S.Fish and Wildlife
Service North Delta National Wildlife Refuge.
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E. APPLICANT QUALIFICATIONS

The project will be conducted under the direction of the Working Group and the Foundation. Jones &

Stokespersonnel will support the Foundation. The Foundation’s board of directorswill provide guidance
for the project.

Yolo Bypass Working Group. The Working Group consists of private landowners and water users in
the Bypass and representatives of local, state, and federal agencies associated with the Bypass. The

Working Groupwas created with the assistance ofthe Foundationthrougha CALFED grant from the 1998
funding package (Project No. 98E).

Yolo Basin Foundation. The Foundation was founded in 1990 as a community based organization to
support the establishment of the 3,700-acre DFG Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area (Wildlife Area). Itisa
nonprofit public benefit corporation dedicated to educating and inspiring people about wetlands and
wildlife of the Central Valley. The 15-member board of directors represents a diverse group of
stakeholders, from agriculture and waterfowl conservation to local government and the business
community. Since 1990,the Foundation has also served as a clearinghouse for informationon restoration
activities and stakeholder concerns throughout the Yolo Basin.

Key Foundation Staff:

Contract Manager. Robin Kulakow will serve as the contract manager. As the Foundation’s
Executive Director, Robin has extensive experience managing consultant contracts, including the
current CALFED-funded Management Strategyproject. Robin’swork led to the establishment of the
Wildlife Area, a project that involved coordinatinglocal, state, and federal agency interestsand private
landowners and water users in the Bypass. Issues successfully addressed through the Wildlife Area
project included multiple stakeholdergoals, water rights and availability, flood conveyance capacity,
compatibility with adjacent agricultural and other land uses, achievement of ecological restoration
goals, and negotiation of an MOU on endangered species and flood control signed by multiple

agencies. Robin has a bachelor’s degree in soil science from U.C. Berkeley and a master of
administration degree from U.C. Davis.

Key Jones & Stokes Staff:

Project Manager, Environmental Planner, and Facilitation Specialist. Dave Ceppos is a
facilitation/conflict resolution specialist and environmental planner with more than 15 years of
experience with projects involving habitat enhancement efforts relating to agricultural land. Dave is
the facilitator/mediator for CALFED’s North Delta Improvement Group, the Cosumnes River Task
Force, the Mokelumne-Cosumnes Watershed Alliance, and the Cache Creek Stakeholders Group.
Dave is the manager and facilitator of the Lower Butte Creek Project, a stakeholder-driveneffort that
focuses on developing mutually beneficial solutionsfor improving fish passage while maintaining the
viability of agricultural, seasonal wetlands, and other habitats and land-use concerns. Dave is a
Jones & Stokes’ project manager and chiefpublic involvement facilitator for the current Management

Strategy project. Dave received a B.A. in landscape architecture from the University of
Florida, Gainesville, in 1985.

Economist. Nick Dennis isaresource economist and aregistered professional forester with more than
20 years of experience in natural resources planning. Nick prepared a statewide assessment of the
impacts of farmland conversion in Californiaand the agricultural element of the Sacramento County
general plan update. Nick also assessed agricultural, economic, and fiscal impacts of the proposed
North Delta National Wildlife Refuge (NDNW Refuge) as the project’s senior economics analyst.
Nick received a Ph.D. in forest economics from the University of California, Berkeley, in 1981; and
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an M.S. and a B.S. in forestry from the University of Wisconsin, Madison, in 1974 and 1972,
respectively.

Hydrologist. Gus Yates is a certified professional hydrologist with more than 17years of experience
in groundwaterand surface-water-flowmodeling and interactions between surface water, aquatic, and
riparian habitats. Gus specializesin mathematical modeling and other analyticaltechniquesto design
alternatives for water supply, flood control, and habitat restoration projects and investigates their
effectson water users and the environment. Gus conducted hydrologic analyses, includingassessments
of the effects of habitat restoration alternatives on flood conveyance capacity, for the environmental
assessment for the proposed NDNW Refuge and is currently conducting hydrologic studies as part of
the Management Strategy project. Gus received an M.S. in water science from the University of
California, Davis, in 1985;anda B.A. in geology from Harvard University, Cambridge, Massachusetts,

in 1979. Gus received certification as a professional hydrogeologist from the American Institute of
Hydrology in 1992,

Fish Habitat/Population Specialist. Warren Shaul is a fishery biologist with more than 19years of
experiencein fish populationmodeling, statisticaldesignand application, impactanalysis, and fishery
management. Warren has extensive experience evaluating cause-and-effect relationships for fish
species and integrating new information into impact assessment models. Warren is an expert on the
life histories and habitat needs of fish speciesin the Deltaand in rivers tributary to the Delta. Warren
is currently assisting with investigating fish habitat enhancement options for the Bypass as part of the
Management Strategy project. Warren received an M.S. in fisheries from Oregon State University,
Corvallis,in 1984;and a B.S. in biology from Humboldt State University, Arcata, California, in 1972.

Restoration Ecologist. Steve Chainey is a restoration ecologist with expertise in natural resource
planning and ecological restoration. Steve contributed to natural resource management plans for the
buffer landsofthe SacramentoWastewater TreatmentPlant, the University of California’s Putah Creek
Riparian Reserve, the Wildlife Area, and the Management Strategy project. His wetland and riparian
restorationprojectsincludeirrigation canal and sloughrevegetation for the Yolo County Flood Control
and Water Conservation District and wildlife and wetland habitat enhancements in flood detention
basins for private developers and for City of Davis. Stevehas additional expertise in the coordination
of flood control plans and hydraulic modeling with vegetation management and landform design for
habitat in floodways. Steve received an M.S. in range and wildlands science and a B.S. in landscape
architecture from the University of California, Davis, in 1987 and 1984, respectively; and an A.A.in
industrial electricity from the Electronics Institute, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania, in 1979.

Potential Conflicts of Interest or Problems with Availability: The project team (the Working Group,
the Foundation, and Jones & Stokes) does not have any conflicts of interest or any potential problem with
availability to do the proposed work within the proposed timeline.
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F. COST
1. Budget

The total budget for the proposed project is $467,147. The proposed project schedule is presented in
Figure 5. The total project is expected to last for 15months. The detailed cost breakdown is presented
in Figure 7. Services to be provided by Jones & Stokes are reflected in the "Service Contracts" column
of Figure 7.

The Foundation uses an overheadrate of 32 percent. This rate was determined in accordancewith Office
of Management and Budget Circular A-122 and the Guide for Nonprofit Organizations for preparing
indirect-cost rate published by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. This isthe rate the Foundation
established for federal grants as required by the National Fish and Wildlife Foundation for the 1998
CALFED grantthat is funding the ongoing Management Strategyproject. The Foundation does not have
an established rate for state funds as we have not been awarded any state funds requiring this recently. If
state funds are awarded, it is anticipated that the same rate would be used. The overhead rate includes
general office and organizations operations costs such as rent, office supplies, liability insurance,
bookkeeping, telephone, administrative assistance, and management of general organizational
requirements. Project management services account for 5.9 percent of the total proposed budget.
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FIGURE 7 Yolo Bypas$ Management Strategy, Phase Il: Cost Estimate H
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G. LOCAL INVOLVEMENT

Assemblywoman HelenMacLeod Thomson ofthe Eighth Assembly Districthaswritten a letter supporting
the project. A copy of this letter is provided in Appendix C.
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H. COMPLIANCE WITH STANDARD TERMS AND CONDITIONS

All applicable state and federal forms are provided under Threshold Requirements.
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I. LITERATURE CITED

Please see the listing of reference materials located in Appendix B.

-17-



J. THRESHOLD REQUIREMENTS

This section of the applicant’s proposal contains the following items.

Letters of Notification

Environmental Compliance Checklist
Land Use Checklist

State Forms

NondiscriminationCompliance

Service & Consultant Service Contracts for $5,000 & Over with Nonpublic Entities

Additional Standard Clauses
Federal Forms

STD 424

STD 424A

STD 424B

DI-2010
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May 12,2000

Lois Wolk

Chair, Yolo County Board of Supervisors
625 Court Street, Room 204

Woodland, CA 95695

Dear Lois,

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation’s
submittal of a Calfedproposal to conduct Phase II of the Yolo Bypass Management
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Robin Kulakow
Executive Director
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May 12,2000

Catherine McCarthy
Senior Planner

601 Texas Street
Fairfield, CA 94533

Dear Catherine,

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation's
submittal of a Calfed'proposal to conduct Phase II of the Yolo Bypass Management
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530)756-7248. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Robin Kulakow
Executive Director
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May 12,2000

Margit Aramburu

Executive Director

Delta Protection Commission
14215River Road

P.O. Box 530

Walnut Grove, CA 95690

Dear Margit,

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation’s
submittal of a Calfed proposal to conduct Phase II of the Yolo Bypass Management
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Robin Kulakow
Executive Director
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May 12,2000

Skip Thomson

Solano Board of Supervisors
5752 Weber Road

Vacaville, CA 95687

Dear Skip,

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation's
submittal of a Calfed proposal to conduct Phase II of the Yolo Bypass Management
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Robin Kulakow
Executive Director
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May 12,2000

Assemblywoman Helen Thomson
8" Assembly District

Capitol Building, Room 4140
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Helen.

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation’s
submittal of a Calfed proposal to conduct Phase II of the Yolo Bypass Management
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Robin Kulakow
Executive Director
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May 12,2000

David Morrison

Yolo County Planning Department
292 W. Beamer

Woodland, CA 95695-251 1

Dear David.

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation's
submittal of a Calfed proposal to conduct Phase II of the Yolo Bypass Management
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Robin Kulakow
Executive Director
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May 12,2000

Dave Feliz

Wildlife Area Manager
Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area
45211 County Road 32 B
Davis, CA 95616

Dear Dave.

This letter and enclosed proposal provide notification of the Yolo Basin Foundation's
submittal of a Calfed proposal to conduct Phase II of the Yolo Bypass Management
Strategy. If you have any questions please call me at (530) 756-7248. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Robin Kulakow
Executive Director
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Environmental Compliance Checklist

All applicants must fill out this Environmental Compliance Checklist. Applications must contain answers to the
followmg questlons to be responswe and to be conS|dered for fundlng Eaﬂg_mo_anmuhese_aummmnd

considered for funding.

1. Do any of the actions included in the proposal require compliance with either the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), or both?

- X
YES NO

2. If you answered yes to # 1, identify the lead governmental agency for CEQA/NEPA compliance.

Lead Agency

3. Ifyou answered no to # 1, explain why CEQA/ NEPA compliance is not required for the actions in the proposal.

This proposal will result in no state or federal discretionary action that would be considered a project under CEQA or an action
under NEPA.

4. If CEQA/NEPA compliance is required, describe how the project will comply with either or both of these laws. Describe
where the project is in the compliance process and the expected date of completion.

5. Will the applicant require access across public or private property that the applicant does not own to accomplish the
activities in the proposal?
X

YES NO

If yes, the applicant must attach written permission f or access from the relevant property owner(s). Failure to include
written permission for access may result in disqualification of the proposal during the review process. Research and
monitoring field projects for which specific field locations have not been identified will be required to provide access
needs and permission for access with 30 days of notification of approval.

The existing and proposed projects include all landowners in the Bypass. Should any particular site access be desired at a later
date, this can be dealt with through the Working Group.




6. Pleaseindicate what permits or other approvals may be required for the activities contained in your proposal. Check all
boxes that apply.

LOCAL

Conditional use permit

Variance

Subdivision Map Act approval

Grading permit

General plan amendment

Specificplan approval

Rezone

Williamson Act Contract
cancellation

Other

(pl ease specify)
None required

STATE

CESA Compyliance
Streambed alteration permit
CWA § 401 certification
Coastal development permit
Reclamation Board approval
Notification

Other

(please specify)
None required

FEDERATL

ESA Consultation

Rivers & Harbors Act permit
CWA $404 permit

Other

(please specify)
None required

DPC = Delta Protection Commission

CWA = Clean Water Act

CESA = California Endangered Species Act
USFWS = U.S.Fish and Wildlife Service
ACOE =U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

(CDFG)

(CDFG)

(RWQCB)

(Coastal Commission/BCDC)

(DPC, BCDC)

(USFWS)
(ACOE)
(ACOE)

ESA = Endangered Species Act

CDFG = CaliforniaDepartment of Fish and Game
RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board
BCDC= Bay Conservationand Development Comm.




Land Use Checklist

All applicants must fill out this Land Use Checklist for their proposal. Applications must contain answers to the
following questions to be responsive and to be considered for funding. Eailure to answer these auestions and

include them with the application will result in the application beinp considered nonresponsive and not
considered for funding.

1. Do the actions in the proposal involve physical changesto the land (i. e. grading, planting vegetation, or breeching levees)
or restrictions in land use (i. e. conservation easement or placement of land in a wildlife refuge)?

- X
YES NO

2. If NOto# 1, explainwhat type of actions are involved in the proposal (i.e., research only, planning only).

Economic analysis of land use compensation rates, hydraulic and hydrologic modeling, development of an MOU ,and
cost/benefit analyses.

3. If YESto # 1, what is the proposed land use change or restriction under the proposal?

4. IfYESto# 1, isthe land currently under a Williamson Act contract?

YES NO
5. IfYESto# 1, answer the following:
Currentland use

Current zoning
Current general plan designation

6. If YESto #1, is the land classified as Prime Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance or Unique Farmland on the
Department of Conservation Important Farmland Maps?

YES NO DON’T KNOW

7. IfYESto# 1, how many acres of land will be subject to physical change or land use restrictions under the proposal?

8. If YESto# 1,is the property currently being commercial | y f armed or grazed?

YES NO

9. If YESto #8, what are the number of employeeslacre
the total number of employees




10.

11

12.

14.

15.

16.

Will the applicant acquire any interest in land under the proposal (feetitle or a conservation easement)?

X

YES NO

What entity/organization will hold the interest?

If YESto # 10, answer the following:

Total number of acres to be acquired under proposal
Number of acres to be acquired in fee
Number of acres to be subject to conservation easement

For all proposals involving physical changes to the land or restriction in land use, describe what entity or organization
will:

manage the property
provide operations and maintenance semces
conduct monitoring

For land acquisitions (fee title or easements), will existing water rights also be acquired?

YES NO

Does the applicant propose any modifications to the water right or change in the delivery of the water?

- X
YES NO

If YES to # 15, describe




STATE OF CALIFORNIA

NONDISCRIMINATION COMPLIANCE STATEMENT
STD. 19 (REV.345]

COMPANY Al

Yolo Basin Foundation, Inc.

The company named above (herinafter referred to as "prospective contractor") hereby certifies, unless
specifically exempted, compliance with Government Code Section 12990 (a-f) and California Code of
Regulations, Title 2, Division 4, Chapter 5 in matters relating to reporting requirements and the
development, implementation and maintenance of a Nondiscrimination Program. Prospective contractor
agrees not to unlawfully discriminate, harass or allow harassment against any employee or applicant for
employment because of sex, race, color, ancestry, religious creed, national origin, physical disability

(including HIV and AIDS), medical condition (cancer), age (over 40), marital status, denial of family
care leave and denial of pregnancy disability leave.

CERTIFICATION

I, the officialnamed below, hereby swear that | am duly authorized to legally bind the prospective
contractor to the above described certification. | am fully aware that this certification, executed on the

(g:atle_fanq in the county below, B made under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of
alifornia.

Koy T Kolakow)

DATE EXE

EXECUTED IN THE COUNTY OF

Yo lo

%Tjﬁfﬂﬂ

PRENGPECTIVE DO TG TONM S SGATLSE

A KoMtaka i)

FROSFECTIVE CONTRACTORTS TITLE

=xecutive Pirectov

PROSPECTNE COM TORG LEDAL BUSINEEE
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St of Ll DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES The Flastsizrc Bgincy

STANDARD UAUSES - .
SERVICE & CONSULTANTSERVICE CONTRACTS FOR$5,000 & O W WITH NONPUBLIC ENTITIES

Warkers' Compensation Clnese. Corfmctor affinms that 8 i swans of the povinan of Seeton 3100 of e Culiforsis Laber Code which pequire every
Wp@hwwmmmtﬂm;dmuhuduuhtﬂqmmlmdmmmmmmnfmmmﬂm
nilfirme Eaf i will oomply with eech pmhﬁrmﬁﬁ:mﬁmmﬂ{hmmmnum

Matianal Laber Ralations Bosrd Chisne. B socandancs with Pabe Contrect Code Secting 10296, Coatractor declares under ponally of pesjuny thal na moes
#tm e Final, imappesinble finding of oonttrmpt of sourt by & Fedorsl &2t has boon isncd ngeiost the Coneacior withia e immed iy procsding mo-yeer
pmlh:—:ﬂfﬂmﬂiﬂﬂhmﬁmmwﬁﬂtw oot wiich erders Coniacior to Somplby with an wdﬂ-ufﬁt faticeal Liber Reltines

Mandbcrmmation Clase. MﬁMHMEMMWMHMMHMHMWM
Ay person o te basis of refigion, color, cthaic group idcetification, e, a2, physizal or mental dissbility, nor shall they disciminste plrafully sgeing

exnployee o gppbeant o employment becauss of moe, refigion, eolod, atoral onigin, antesry, plysical hasdicp, menis] disalality, mmm
‘eintria, sgn fover iy, or s, Contrclor shall irsues thal the evalustion ind feestment of srplopess and apphoars for employmesd nov fpee of Foch discriminafios.
Contrectoy shall comply with the provisions of the Feir Employment and Bong At (Geesument Dode Sefion 13900 et s0q.), the pegulations promsaigeesd
thepsupdes (ki Adsininmet Code, Tifle 2, Secliops TIRS 0 et saq ), the provisions of Article 9.5, Chapier 1, Part |, Disision 3, Tala 2 of the Gaverorant
Code {Okwvmmment Code Sactizra 11135 - V11395, a5 e repubabons of pandandy sdopted by the swanding State agemcy %0 implement such artichs. Contmcior
o recapient shall permit aoosss by mprosemiatives of the Depistment of Fair Employment acsd Hocdng and the mwarding Stale ageney upon reaonable nodes
s eherrig thes nesonal bsiness hours, but is 5o case los than 24 houss® matior, tonuch of i books, reonrds, scoaunis, obher o noss ol infrsstion md
e Excififies 25 i Diepartment or Agency shall requine o epecrisin comphisses wah this chuse. Repmpiont, Ceatrastor and its suboontesstees shall give writen
niotiee of Their ohifgtions under s clanse to lnbor cogaerirations with which they have o sollectie bargaining or olber apreesenl, The Contrasior shall inclade
the sondiscrimitation sod complisson peovisions of this eianse s ol Fubscalracts 1o performn week under the contrst.

Stutemnenit of Complinpes. The Contration’s sigraturs affieed beroon and dated shall eonstitiie o cerification undes penalty of porjusy nnder the lews of the

Saie of Caldfrnls that the Cratractor Bes, tnless aeeseind, WﬂthwdeMIm
and Titke 2, Cabifienia Code of Regnlstions, Selioa 103

Performance Evaluation. For consulting service aprossncst, Conlaciors prfirssnce under his consruet will be evelusted efter compicion. A negalive
evebuntioe will be filed with the Departmient of Oeneml Sorvices

Avaliability of Funds. Work 1o be perfomaed vsder this costruct is subjeat 1o evallabiity of fands fhrough the State's nomal budget prosess,

dosdl Clemse. For conlras in cees of 510,000, hmmnﬂhwﬂmwhmw Mdmnﬁuhﬂudm for m peciod of thees
yrears afier finall paryznent ander the costmct, ((overnment Code Section §546. 7).

Paymont Reieoton Chnse. Inﬂﬂqmmﬂhwhwﬂdhﬁhhmw Fhllh'niﬂ:hﬂﬂpn'?ubhnﬂm:lﬁﬂm
Sections 1054E ad 10579 pending sedixbactory oompletion of all sxrvices tnder the eantrast, ’

_ Retmbursemest Clamse, If spplicable, travel d pard:'ll:u.:q:lﬂ:th!bh rotisnnd wnder B comtrect shafl be ot the same ratey the Stags penvides for

istreprEsnnied cmplmwes in acenedance widh the inag of Tifle 2, Chapter 3, of the Califomin Code of Regulibons. Cooiracion's desfigiaind beslquarias
fiar e prarpess of compoting ech expenats shall be E .’22&.‘_’!2 . ﬁ:é . :

‘Dhizabled Vitersn Basinen Enterprias Pardcipation Requiresent Awdit Clause. Conbractor o vendor agress that the swanding
department or T delegeies will have e dght o revies, obisn, and Sopty all meceds pertaining 1o porforsance of fe conttact, Conmesior o vedos agross i
previde-the sanEog departisent of its delogaies scocis tn it prersises, upon ressconbls potios, duting normal busines buars (or the puf pase 60 miervimving
ermpkiryees and inspecting wed comyviag such hoola, renonls, scocimsts, and eler raaters) il paay be relevant to & meSer under investigatica for the purpess of
delermining complmnee wit Publle Cotract Cods Section L0115 o saq. Conbrector or vendor fiafher agrees ts maintein such reeceds for a peied of thres (3)
yeart ifler final payment under the contract. Totle 3 OCR Section 185675,

Priarity Hiring Consbderations. For comtrect in exoeis of 2 000, the Contrcior shall give priadty sesssderation in GiEng vacancies in positions fande]
Iy Bt etenfrmet oo qalifed rectjients ol ald upder Wellars wnd inshinmepa Cods Sectign 1 1200, (Public Contract Code Sectian 10353).
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Drug-Fres Workplacs Ceriification. By signing this seaset, e Contasied or grantss hieby centilics uader peralty of pagary unda the lavws of the Sats
cf Califirnia that the Conirecior or gramies will eomphy-with e redqiarements of the Dasg-Free Workplsce Act of 1580 (Joversment Code Seotion £350 et g}
and Wil provide & drug-froc wodkplics by tuing the fellowing st

1. m.mmmmmﬁm.mmmumﬂ-mwmhmm
mmnhmwummm

2 Estakbiish a Drug-Free Awmes Progm. & ifonm ety about sil of S Sliowing

{a} The dangers of drug abusc i the workplace,

(¥ mmwu;uﬂnﬂmtrﬁhrﬂmlwwm
(e} Ay wvailsblc counscing, schabilitation and employes sertanee (eograms, ted
{d) Penalfies the enay be iImposed upen employees for drag abuse viclstions.

1, Evwery coployor who works on tha proposed contmet & grasit

(%) Wil receive I.-Hp:.l' of the compesy's dnsg-fise policy sisement, and )
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vturpier, e assigror sl be entitled t reave sisborement (o o logel o incurred sd ey, upon demand, moover from the public body sy poction
afthe mosvey, Hﬂqmdnwp,mhmmmump&ytmumm{nﬂfﬁuﬂﬂnbﬂruMHmHmﬂ
I the expemes inurned mmiﬂpﬁnu‘hm Eze Qovernment Codo Section 4353,

Upu-ltumihmﬁhﬁ:ﬂn,h#rﬂ,rﬁw;.imn&ﬂm&mﬁphamuflﬁhnhs'.pﬁhh’lﬂrpﬂﬂhﬁmr .
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Americans With Disabilitfes Acd. By signing thisconirst, Contracior eouges the state that ¥ complics with the Amenicess With Disabilities fcg (ADA) of

1000, (42 V50 12101 ummm-ﬁmu-nhmmhhnnfmw nuduﬂ:niuﬂf:mdﬁmudpﬂmmmmh
the ADA

To Do Basiness In Californta Ehﬂmmhmﬂyqumhmwhﬂimud:ﬁuﬂwwwt

Texation Code, SecEios 73100 onbes exempeod. MMMWMMMMﬂMMEUHMmmm
mm:lﬁ'hh:p.uiﬁﬂhdnhmmﬁd]ﬁhn
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State of California DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES The Rasturces. Agancy

Agreement NO. ;

Exhibit;

ADDITIONAL STANDARD CLAUSES

Recycled Matenals Contractor hereby certifies under penalty of perjurythat _ € J
(enter value or “0") percent of the materials, goods and supplies offered or products
usedin the performance of this Agreement meet or exceed the minimum percentage of
recycled materialas defined in Sections 12161and 12200 of the Public Contract Code.

Severability. If any provisionof this Agreement is held invalid or unenforceable by any
court of final jurisdiction, itisthe intentof the partiesthat all other provisions o this
Agreement be construed to remain fully valid, enforceable, and binding on the parties.

Governing Law. This Agreement s governed by and shall be interpreted in
accordancewith the laws of the State of California.

Y2K Language. The Contractorwarrants and represents that the goods or,services
sold, leased, or licensed to the State df California, its agencies, or its pelitical
subdivisions, pursuantto this Agreementare “Year 2000 compliant” For purposes of
this Agreement. a good or service is Year 2000 compliant if it will continueto fully
function before, at, and after the Year 2000 without interruption and, if applicable, with
full ability to accurately and unambiguously process, display, compare, calculate,
manipulate, and othierwise utilize date information. This warranty and representation

supersedes all warranty disclaimers and limitations and all limitations on liability
provided by or through the Contractor.

Child Support Compliance Act. For any agreement in excess of $100,000, the
Contractor acknowledgesin accordance therewith, that:

1. The Contractor recognizesthe importance of child and family suppbrt
obligations and shall fully comply with all applicable State and federal laws
relating to child and family support enforcement, including, but not limited to,
disclosure of informationand compliance with earnings assignment'orders.
as providedin Chapter 8 (commencing with Section 5200) of Part 5 of
Division 9 of the Family Code; and

‘2. The Contractor, to the bestof its knowledge, & fully complying with the
earnings assignment orders of allemployees and is ,providingthe names of

all new employees to the New Hire Registry maintained by the California
Employment Development Department.

DWR 409% (New 2/99)




APPLICATION FOR

OMB Approval No. 3348-0043

FEDERAL ASSISTANCE

2. DATE SUBMITTED

Applicantidentifier

, -TYPE OF SUBMISSION: 3. DATE RECEIVEDBY STATE Stale Application Identifier
ﬁii’:‘-ﬂﬁm Preappicabion
Constructian Eﬁamm 4. DATE RECENVED BY FEGERAL ASEMCY |Federal Mortfiar
[Ffion-Construction Non-Constraction
5. APPLICANT INFORMATION
Ll Bdarmea:

-

VD I"i:l B'ﬂ{:'}l-l"l. Eﬁuﬂdr{»h-ﬂnﬂi___%

Organiafional Urik:

mewm&ﬂ}& ﬁ
Deivis, €A ﬂ?mf?

{/}’a fe Co )

Mame ard lelephons numbes of person io bo contaciod on matiers involvineg
this applicalion [gha anes ooda)

Rob A Kolekow S -75L-T2 B

6. EMPLOYERIDENTIFICATIONNUMBER (E/N):

Bl — (ol 2 3le]2] ] ]

7. TYPE OF APPLICANT: (enter appropnriate lefter in hox)

8. TYPE OF APPLICATION:

Hﬁlﬂl 1 continuation

if Revision. enter appropriate letter(s) in box(es})

] Revision

10

A Increase Award B. DecreaseAward C. Increase Duration

D. DecreaseDuratiin  Othes(specify):

A St H. Indepssndent Sehue [l —

B, County I Stals Conteahed nstitulion of Highsr Leaming
C. Municipal J. Private University

D. Township K. IndianTribe

E. Interstate L. Individual

F. Intermunicipal M. Profit Organizatien

G.SpecialDistrict  N. Other (Specify) m&cﬁi(ﬂp .

9. NAME OF FEDERALAGENCY

10. CATALOG OF FEDERAL DOMESTICASSISTANCE NUMBER:

11 DESCRIPTIVE TITLE OF APPLICARNTIS PROJECT.:

HEEEHEE Yolo 0ass ﬂiﬁﬂﬁjt’ﬂ'ﬂﬂ,"‘
S fudl, , Phase 1L
1£. AREAS AFFECTED BY PROJECT (Cities, Countigs, Sfafes, ale.):
Yolo ySolano (Calif. )
13. PROPOSED PROJECT | 14. CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICTSO F
ISE I )nau.- ahp-pﬂg}ﬂh J_,r‘cj '.I'Fl'l:q,iﬂt_.r_h ,'_.a-'ﬂl'

15. ESTIMATED FUNDING

16. ISAPPLICATION SUBJECTTO REVIEW BY STATE EXECUTIVE
ORDER 12372 PROCESS7

a. Federal 3 o
a. YES. THIS PREAPPLICATION/APPLICATION WAS MADE
b. Applicant $ bt AVAILABLE TO THE STATE EXECUTIVEORDER 12372
PROCESSFOR REVIEW ON:
c. Stale $ ©
DATE
d. Local $ 00
b. No. [] PROGRAM IS NOTCOVERED BY E. 0.12372
e. Other $ © [0 OR PROGRAM HAS NOT BEEN SELECTED BY STATE
FOR REVIEW
f. ProgramIncome $ x
17. ISTHE APPLICANT DELINQUENT ON ANY FEDERALDEBT?
9. TOTAL § l_‘. h::? I||| !-?. - [dYes 1f"Yes: attach an explanation. o

ATTACHED ASSURANCES IF THE ASSISTANCE IS AWARDED.

18. TO THE BEST OF MY KNOWLEDGEAND BELIEF, ALL DATA INTHIS APPLICATION/PREAPPLICATION ARE TRUE AND CORRECT, THE
DOCUMENTHAS BEEN DULY AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF THE APPLICANT AND THE APPLICANT WILL COMPLY "TTH THE

ized Rz b. Title

| meﬂ}hﬁqi J-'.p-.‘at:ll.ﬂ.:' (Sl

N Y edakoa )

g B‘/Q :[}..'g-:_ahﬁ.[

C. Telephone Number

e Dm\j'lﬂ%,.r fu

~72L90
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BUDGET INFORMATION -~ Non-Constructign E;oaramq OMB Approval No.0348.0044

o o SECTIONA.- BUDGET SUMMARY S
Granl Program ' Catalog of Federal New or Revised Budget
Function Domestic Assistance Estimated Unobligated Funds v g
ar Activity Murmikser Federal MNOR-F@asral el T ederal Tolel
(a) () (c} {d) (&) : (N < (a}
5 - 3
£ i krewam S U erour Uy lerense H/f"—"\ ™~ /.-'":""-. B TgeTh
2 il ui 0y i T I L}
3 " " il i i " n
4 i o W & 1 1T T i
- ¥ ] 1 ¥ "
. Tolals $ : ’ ; ! _
SECTION B - BUDGET CATEGORIES
N . GRANT PROGRAM, FURCTION OR ACTIVITY Tolal
i@, Object Class Catagories w1 J] ™ 5 ! j | i
5 ¥ ¥ 5 5
a. Parsonmnel l .
b. Fringe Benefits
c. Travel
d. Equipment
. Supplies |
[. Contraciual
g. Construction
., Other
i. Tolal Direct Charges (sum of Ga-6h)
j. Indirect Charges |- —_—
. : 8 3 $ ] ¥
k. TOTALS (sum of 6i and 6j) A 1 g
=
7. Program Income E . 7 ¥ 5 $
Authorized 0T Local Reproduction Standard Form 424A (Rev. 7-97)

Prescribed by OMP Clrcular A-102
Previoue Edition Usable




SECTION C =~ NON-FEDERAL RESOURCES
(a) Grant Program (b} Applicant (c) State | (d) other Sources | (e) TOTALS
& H IIE..:“:D
(Jn Wil ¥ $ § §
9, A
10. I
11. L
12. TOTAL (sum of fines 8-11) $ $ $ %
SECTION D -FORECASTED CASH NEEDS
Total for 1st Year 1st Quarter 2nd Quarter | 3rd Quarter 4th Quarter

13. Federal

edera $ $ $ $ $
14. Nan-Federal

. f i & o SR X -~ Pl - -
15. TOTAL (sun7 of lines 73and 74) 3 396,929 |5 114, O?8.7 B | |10TA 7 5 7(], RS D 5 ?q,ﬁ.‘;’a?. =
SECTION E - BUDGET ESTIMATES OF FEDERAL FUNDS NEEDED FOR BALANCE OF THE PROJECT
(a) Grant Program FUTURE FUNDING PERIODS (Years)
(b) First (c) Second ] (d) Third ] (e) Fourth
16 g g 3 -3
. Uﬂitﬁr}w’ﬁ e
17.
18.
19.
-

20. TOTAL (sum of fines 16-19) $ $ $ k3

ECTION F - OTHER BUDGET INFORMATION
|22. Indirect Charges:
|

2

—

. Direct Charges:

23. Remarks:
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OMS8 Approval No. 0348-0040

ASSURANCES - NON-CONSTRUCTION PROGRAMS

Public reporting burden for this collection of information is estimated to average 15 minutes per response, including time for reviewing
instructions, searchingexisting data sources, gathering and maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of
information. Send comments regarding the burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information. including suggestions for
reducing this burden, to the Office of Management and Budget, Pagerwark Reduction Project (03486040) Washington. DC 20503.

PLEASE DO NOT RETURN YOUR COMPLETED FORM TO THE OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET.
SENDIT TO THE ADDRESS PROVIDED BY THE SPONSORING AGENCY.

NOTE: Certain of these assurances may not be applicable to your project or program. Ifyou have questions, please contact the
awarding agency. Further, certain Federalawarding agencies may require applicants to certify to additional assurances. Ifsuch

As the duly authorized representative of the applicant, Icertify that the applicant:

1

is the case, you Wl be natified.

Has the legal authority to apply for Federal assistance
and the institutional, managerial and financial capability
(including funds sufficient to pay the non-Federal share
of projectcost) to ensure proper planning, management

and completion of the project described in this
application.

Will give the awarding agency, the Comptroller General
of the United States and. if appropriate. the State,
through any authorized representative, access to and
the right to examine all records, books. papers. or
documents related to the award; and will establish a
proper accounting system in accordance with generally
accepted accounting standards or agency directives.

Will establish safeguards to prohibit employees from
using their positions for a purpose that constitutes or

presents the appearance of personal or organizational
conflict of interest, or personal gain.

Will initiate and complete the work within the applicable

time frame after receipt of approval of the awarding
agency.

Will comply with the IntergovernmentalPersonnel Act of
1970 (42 USC. §84728-4763) relating to prescribed
standards for merit systems for programs funded under
one of the 19 statutes or regulations specified in
Appendix A of OPM's Standards for a Merit System of
Personnel Administration (5 CFR. 800, Subpart F).

W comply with all Federal statutes relating to
nondiscrimination. These include but are not limited to:
{a) Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-352)
which prohibits discrimination on the basis of race, color
or national origin: (b) Title (X of the Education
Amendments of 1972, as amended (20U.SC. §§1681-
1683, and 16851686). which prohibits discrimination on
the basis of sex; {(¢) Section 504 of the Rehabilitation

Previous Edition Usable

Act of 1973, as amended (29 USC. 5794). which
prohibits discrimination on the basis of handicaps; (d)
the Age Discrimination Act of 1975. as amended (42
USC. §§6101-6107), which prohibits discrimination
on the basis of age; (e) the Drug Abuse Office and
Treatment Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-255). as amended,
relating to nondiscrimination on the basis of drug
abuse; (9 the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and
Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment and Rehabilitation
Act of 1970 (PL. 91-616), as amended, relating to
nondiscrimination on the basis of alcohol abuse or
alcoholism; (g} §§623 and 527 of the Public Health
ServiceAct of 1912 (42 USC. §5290 dd-3 and 290 ee
3), as amended, relating to confidentiality of alcohol
and drug abuse patient records; (h) Title Vill of the
Civil Rights Act of 1968 (42 USC. §§3601 etseq.). as
amended, relating to nondiscrimination in the sale,
rental or financing of housing: (i) any other
nondiscrimination provisions in the specific statute(s)
under which application for Federal assistance is being
made: and, {j) the requirements of any other
nondiscrimination statute(s) which may apply to the
application.

Will comply, or has already complied. with the
requirements of Titles Il and Wl of the Uniform
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition
Policies Act of 1970 (PL. 91-646) which provide for
fair and equitable treatment of persons displaced or
whose property is acquired as a result of Federal or
federally-assisted programs. These requirementsapply
to all interests in real property acquired for project
purposes regardless of Federal participation in
purchases.

W comply. as applicable, with provisions of the
Hatch Act (5 USC. §§1601-1508 and 7324-7328)
which limit the political activities of employees whose
principal employment activities are funded in whole ar
in part with Federal funds.
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9. Will comply, as applicable, with the provisions of the Davis-

10.

11.

Bacon Act (40 U.S.C. §5§2T6a to 276a-7), the Copeland Act
(40 USC. §276c and 18 USC. §874), and the Contract
Work Hours and Safety Standards Act (40 USC. §§327-
333). regarding labor standards for federally-assisted
construction subagreements.

VM comply. if applicable. with flood insurance purchase
requirements of Section 102(a) of the Flood Disaster
Protection Act of 1973 (P.L. 93-234) which requires
recipientsin a special flood hazardareato participate in the
program and to purchase flood insurance if the total cost of
insurable construction and acquisition is $10,000 or more.

Will comply with environmental standards which may be
prescribed pursuant to the following: (a) institution of
environmental quality control measures under the National
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (PL. 91-190) and
Executive Order (EO) 11514; (b) natification of violating
facilities pursuantto EO 11738; (c) protection of wetlands
pursuant to EO 11990: (d) evaluation of flood hazards in
floodplains in accordancewith EO 11988: (e) assurance of
project consistency with the approved State management
program developed under the Coastal Zone Management
Act of 1972 (16 USC. §§1451 et seq.); (f} conformity of
Federal actions to State (Clean Air) Implementation Plans
under Section 176(c) of the Clean Air Act of 1955, as
amended (42 USC. §§7401 et seq.): (g) protection of
underground sources of drinking water under the Safe
Drinking Water Act of 1974, as amended (P.L. 93-523);
and. {(h) protection of endangered species under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (PL. 93-
205).

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

Will comply with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of
1968 (16 US.C. §§1271 et Seg.) related to protecting
components or potential wmponents of the national
wild and scenic rivers system.

Will assist the awarding agency in assuring compliance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Presewation
Act of 1966, as amended (16 US.C. §=70), EO 11593
(identification and protection of historic properties), and
the Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of
1974 (16 USC. §§469a-1 et s80.)-

Will comply with P.L. 93-348 regarding the protection of
human subjects involved in research, development. and
related activities supported by this award of assistance.

Will comply with the Laboratory Animal Welfare Act of
1966 (P.L. 89-544, as amended, 7 USC. §§2131 et
Seg.) pertainingto the care, handling, and treatment of
warm blooded animals held for research, teaching, or
other activities supported by this award of assistance.

Will comply with the Lead-Based Paint Poisoning
Prevention Act (42 USC. 484801 et seq) which
prohibits the use of lead-based paint in construction or
rehabilitation ofresidence structures.

Will cause to be performed the required financial and
compliance audits in accordance with the Single Audit
Act Amendments of 1996 and OMB Circular No. A-133,
'‘Audits of States, Local Governments. and Non-Profit
Organizations."

Will comply with all applicable requirementsof all other
Federal laws, executive orders, regulations, and policies
governing this program.
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U.S. Department of the Interior

Certifications Regarding Debarment, Suspension and
Other Responsibility Matters, Drug-Free Workplace
Requirements and Lobbying

Persons signing this form should refer to the regulations
referenced below for complete instructions:

Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, and Other
Responsibility Matters - Primary Covered Transactions -The
prospecive primmary participant further agrees by submitting
this proposal that it will include the clause titled,
Cearifcaon Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibility
and Voluntary Bxdusion -Lower Tier Covered Transaction,™
provided by the department or agency entering into this
covered fransaction, without modification, in all lower tier
aowered transactions and in all solicitations for lower tier
covered transactions. See below for language to be used; use
this form for certification and sign; or use Department of the
Interir Fonm 1954 (DI-1954). (See Appendix A of Subpart D of

Caifiaizn Regarding Debarment, Suspension. Ineligibility and
Voluntary Exclusion- Lower Tier Covered Transactions - (See
Appendix B of Subpart D of 43 CFR Part 12.)

Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements -
Alemale | (Grantees Other Than Individuals)and Alternate if.
(Gratees Who are Individuals) - (See Appendix C of Subpart D
of 43 CFR Part 12.)

Sgratueeent this form provides for compliance with certification
reqiements under 43 CFR Parts 12 and 18. The certifications
shel be treated as a material representationof fact uponwhich
reliance wi be placed when the Department of the Interior
dgetermines to award the covered transaction. grant, cooperative
agreement or loan.

43 CFR Part 12.)

Certification RegardingDebarment, Suspension, and Other Responsibility Matters -
PrimaryCovered Transactions

PARTA:

CHECK | IF THIS CERTIFICATION IS FORA PRIMARY COVERED TRANSACTION AND |S APPLICABLE.

(1) The prospective primary participantcertifies to the best of its knowledge and belief, that it and its principals:

(a) Arenatpresently debared, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible. or voluntarily excluded from covered
transactions by any Federal department or agency;

(b) Havend wihna threeyear period preceding this proposal been convicted of or had a civil judgment rendered against them
farcommission O fraud or a criminal offense in connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performinga public
(Fecial, Stale or ool Isnsaction or contract under a public transaction; violation of Federal or State antitrust statutes or

commissiong’ embemement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification or destruction of records, making false statements, or
receiving stolen property:

(¢) Amrotpesenty indicied fororoferwise criminally or civilly charged by a governmental entity (Federal, State or local} with
commission of any of the offenses enumerated in paragraph (1}{b} of this certification; and

(d) Hawerowitnabmessar period preceding this application/proposal had one or more public transactions (Federal, State
or local) terminatedfor cause or default.

(2) ‘Wiswnthe pospectivie primary participant is unable to certify to any of the statements in this certification. such prospective
participant shall attach an explanationto this proposal.

PARTE: Certification Regarding Debarment, Suspension, Ineligibilityand Voluntary Exclusion -

Lower Tier Covered Transactions

CHECK __ IFTHIS CERTIFICATION ISFORA LOWER TIER COVERED TRANSACTION AND |S APPLICABLE.

(1)  Treprrgeciye s tir et arfias, by submission of this proposal. that neither it nor its principals is presently debarred.
ELEprchd,

proposed for debarment, declared ineligible. or voluntarily excluded fran participation in this transaction by any
Federal department or agency.

(2) W the prspective ke tier participant is unable to certify to any of the statements in this certification. such prospective
participant shall attach an explanation to this proposal.

01-2010
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(Thik fomm consolidaios =593, 01958,
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PARTC: Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements

CHECK V/ IF THIS CERTIFICATION IS FOR AN APPLICANT WHO IS NOT AN INDIVIDUAL.

Alternate 1. (Grantees Other Than Individuals)
A. The grantee certifies that it will or continue to provide a drug-free workplace by:

@) mammir ing employees that the unlawful manufacture, distribution. dispensing, possession. or use of a

sussre B pohibted in the grantee's workplace and specifying the actions that will be taken against employ ees
for violation of such prohibition;

(b) Establishingan ongoing drug-free awareness program to inform employees about—
El) The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace;
2} The grantee's policy of maintaining a drug-free workolace:
€3g Any available drug counseling. rehabilitation, and employee assistance programs; and
4) The penalties that may be imposed upon employees for drug abuse violations occurring in the workplace;

©

Iy i amerp it el mach employee to be engaged in the performance of the grant be given a copy of the statement
required by paragraph (a):

(d)y Mafyimgfeargoyss in the statement required by paragraph (a) that, as a condition of employment under the grant. the
employee v —
(1) Abide by the terms of the statement; and

(2)  Notfy theemoioyerinwiing d tis or her conviction for a violation of a criminal drug statute occurring in the work plsce
no liter than five calendar days after such conviction;

(e) Molffyingthesgency nwriting, within ten calendar days after receiving notice under subparagraph {(d)(2) from an employee

ar ofhenaise meaiing actual notice of such conviction. Employers of convicted employees must pmvide notice, including
pedn e, eveny gant officer on whose grant activity the convicted employee was working, unless the Federal agency

Fees clessigrealedd a1 covinal ot For e nec2ipl of such notices. Notice shall include the identificationnumber(s) of each affected
grant;

(f) Tadrgomeof thefolowing actions, within 30 calendar days of receiving notice under subparagraph {d}(2), with respect to any
employeewho is so convicted =

(1) Tekingappropriate personnel action against such an employee. up to and includingtermination, consistent with the
requirements of the RehabilitationAct of 1973. as amended; or
Rogurg

(2) srhorpioyeio paricipale satisfactorily in a drug abuse assistance or rehabilitation program approv ed for
such purposes by a Federal. State, or local health. law enforcement, or other appropriate agency;

=)} rz‘d;'rgg%dfﬁ effad to contrue to maintain a drug-free workplace through implementationof paragraphs (a). (b), {c), (d).
e)an .

B. Thegarieermay e n the spce proviled BEow the site(s) for the performance of work done in connection with the specific grant:

Place of Performance (Street address, city, county. state, Zip code)

Check ___if there are workplaces on file that are not identified here.

PARTD Certification Regarding Drug-Free Workplace Requirements

CHECK __ IF M1 S CERTIFICATION IS FOR AN APPLICANT WHO IS AN INDIVIDUAL.
Alternate li. (Grantees Who Are Individuals)

(@) Tregrrissx certifies that, as a condition of the grant. he or she wA not engage in the unlawful manufacture, distribution.
dispensing. possession, or use of a controlled substance in conducting any activity with the grant;

(b) {f convicted of acimind dug of fense resulting from a violation occurring durin%the conduct of any grant activity, he or she
wl rpart the conviction, nwiting, within 10 calendar days of the conviction. to the grant officer or other designee. uniess the

Federal agency designates a centrd point for the receipt of such notices. When notice is made to such a central point, it shall
include the identification number{s) of each affected grant.

DI-2010

March 1995

(This form consolidates DI-1953, DI-1854,
DI1-1885. D(-1856 and D[-1963)




PARTE: Certification Regarding Lobbying

Certification for Contracts, Grants, Loans, and Cooperative Agreements
e —————

CHECK g{F CERTIFICATION IS FOR THE AWARD OF ANY OF THE FOLLOWING AND
THE AMOUNT EXCEEDS $100.000: A FEDERAL GRANTOR COOPERATIVEAGREEMENT,
SUBCONTRACT, OR SUBGRANT UNDER THE GRANT OR COQOPERATIVE AGREEMENT.

CHECK __ IF CERTIFICATIONIS FOR THE AWARD OF A FEDERAL

LOAN EXCEEDING THE AMOUNT OF $150,000, OR A SUBGRANT OR
SUBCONTRACT EXCEEDING 100,000, UNDER THE LOAN.

The undersigned certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and belief, that:

(1) b Federl appropreterd Funds have been paid or v be paid, by or on behalf of the undersigned, to any person for influencing
or aiempling o nfience an officer or employee of an agency, a Member of Congress, and officer or employee of Congress, or
anengioyes df abemberal Congress in connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant,

Pemaking of any Federalloan, the entering into of any cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal,
amendment, or modification of any Federal contract, grant. loan, or cooperative agreement.

(2) ff any furds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or v be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to
infieree an officerorempioyeadf ay agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of
aMemberof Congress in connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan. or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall
complete and submit Standard Form-LLL. "Disclosure Formto Report Lobbying," in accordance with its instructions.

3) Teurkmiyedsral require that the language of this certification be included in the award documents for all subawards at all

fers (rouding suboerieais, subgrants, and contracts under grants, loans, and cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients
shall certify accordingly.

This certfication 5 amateral representationof fact upon which reliancewas placed when this transaction was made or entered into.
Subrission of this cortficaion & apemxisle for making or entering into this transaction imposed by Section 1352 title 31. U.S. Code.

My pesmmwofals to file the required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000 and not more than
$100,000for each such failure.

As the authorized certifying official, I hereby certify that the above specified certifications are true.

SIGNATURE QF AUTHORIZED CERTIFY NG OFFICIAL ”;{‘?irﬂ‘ﬂrrn E_-:? &JM

LXPEDNAMEAND.TLILE. Pp.ob W) J. HJ [E-‘-!FLCILJ
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APPENDIX A NEXT PHASE FUNDING REQUEST

Project Description and Status: This proposal is the next phase in CALFED Project No. S8E-11,
Ecosystem Restoration Strategy for the Yolo Bypass (Bypass) funded under the Watershed Stewardship
Category. The project name was changed to the Yolo Bypass Management Strategy during the initial
planning process. The Yolo Basin Foundation (Foundation) is ten months into a 15-month process to
develop a locally driven, long-term management strategy for the entire Bypass (Figure 1). The final
product of this project (expected by summer 2000) is a document entitled “Yolo Bypass Management
Strategy” (Management (Strategy) (Figure 2). The purpose of this project is to create a Yolo Bypass

Working Group (Workmg Group) of landowners, water users, and agencies involved in management or
regulation of activities in the Bypass.

Project Team: Robin Kulakow, Foundation Executive Director, serves as Contract Manager. Team
members from Jones & Stokes (the project consultant) include Mike Rushton, Principal-in-Charge; Dave
Ceppos, ProjectManager, Facilitation/Stakeholder Development Specialist,and Natural Resource Planner;
Steve Chainey, Restoration Ecologist; Warren Shaul, FishHabitat/Population Specialist; and Gus Yates,

Hydrologist. Ted Sommer, Fisheries Specialistwith the CaliforniaDepartment of Water Resources, has
also provided technical consultation.

Project Fiscal Status: Project budget is $244,188. It is proceeding on budget.

Regulatory/Implementation Issues: There currently are no outstanding regulatory or implementation
issues that affect Phase | of this project. The proposed Phase II project would address regulatory and
implementationissues identifiedby the Working Group aspart of Task 4 (developmentof amemorandum
of understanding between the agencies and the Working Group).

Accomplishments to Date: The Working Group has been meeting monthly since November 1999with
anincreasingnumber of landownersand other stakeholdersattendingeachmeeting. Ownersand managers
of privately managed wetlands (duck clubs), agricultural land, and mineral rights and lease holders are all
involved inthe discussions. Guestspeakersand technicalexperts, including technical team members Gus
Yates, Ted Sommer and Warren Shaul, have presented informationto the Working Group. The following
individuals have also given presentations: Ricardo Pineda, Chief Engineer with the State Reclamation
Board; Bill Gaineswith the CaliforniaWaterfowl Association (CWA); Tom Harvey, Project Manager for
the proposed U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)North Delta National Wildlife Refuge INDNWR);
Tim Washburn with the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency; Dan Keppen with the Northern
California Water Association; Larry Plumb and Val Dolcini with the U.S. Department of Agriculture
(USDA) Farm Services Agency; Dave Feliz, Manager of the California Department of Fish and Game

(DFG) Vic Fazio Yolo Bypass Wildlife Area; and Phil Hogan with the USDA Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS).

Key issues discussed include historical flood flow and low flow data, proposed ecological enhancement
activities and land-use changes, maintenance of existing livelihood and lifestyle, changes to land
management practices posed by the potential presence of special-statusspecies, potential effects on flood
conveyance resulting from ecological enhancement activities,government programs available for funding
habitat managementon private lands, and fair market compensation for ecological enhancementactivities.
The proposed NDNWR has also been an important topic of discussion.

The monthly Working Group meetings have been very successful in developing a cohesive group that is
openly discussing many issues of mutual concern and developingcreative solutionsto the complex issues
facing land managers in the Bypass. These meetingswill continuethrough the duration of the project. In
the next several months the project team will facilitate the developmentof land-use alternatives with the
Working Group and will incorporate them into the Management Strategy document.
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The project team has obtained information from representatives of entities that have formed land
management partnershipsbetween public and private entities in the region to learn about the structure of
their partnerships and to discuss their experience with forming these partnerships. The team met with
representatives from The Nature Conservancy’s (TNC) Cosumnes River Preserve (Preserve), and with
CWA to discuss management of the Preserve and the Grasslands Irrigation District. The team met with
representativesof the NRCS, DFG, USFWS, CWA, and TNC to collect information on potential funding
options for implementing portions of the Management Strategy. The project team also conducted internet

searches for additional potential funding sources and has assembled extensive information on state and
federal landowner incentive programs.

The project team has met several times with local avian, wildlife, and fisheries specialists to begin to
formulate initial potential alternatives for expanding wildlife habitat in the Bypass while maintaining
agricultural viability and flood conveyance capacity.

Deliverables: Quarterly programmatic reports, general project communications, and the Management
Strategy document.

Scientific Merit: Hypothesis: The Foundation believes that by organizing the Working Group of
stakeholderswith an interest in the Bypass, a locally driven, consensus-based Management Strategy that

will addressthe goalsofthe CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Program Plan (ERPP)can bedeveloped with
the support of the affected community of landowners.

Conceptual Model: The conceptual model based on working with landowners, farmers, agencies and
other interests through an organized process to develop a mutually satisfactory plan for the future of the
Bypass follows the successful model instituted by the Foundation to facilitate the multi-agency,
community-basedpartnershipthat led to the creationofthe 3,700-acreDFG Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area.
This partnership is often cited as an example of the concept of successful community involvement.

Adaptive Management: The project team employs an adaptive management style for facilitating the
stakeholder consensus-buildingprocess by responding to new information and stakeholder reactionswith
new or modified approachesto the process. By participatingin the Working Group, landowners, farmers,
and other land managersarebeing exposed to the concept of adaptivemanagement as defined by CALFED
inthe ERPP. They have the opportunityto discuss their land managementtechniquesand hear how others
are responding to similar situations. This interaction between the private landowners and agency

representatives is giving both the opportunity to learn from each other and perhaps modify their actions
accordingly.
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Dear CALFED Administrator:

| write in support of the proposal submitted to CALFED by the Yolo Basin

Foundation and the Yolo Bypass Working Group.

Since November 1999 the Foundation and Working Group have been in discussions

to develop a locally-driven, long-term management strategy for the entire Yolo Bypass. The
goal is to create a working group of landowners, water users and other relevant agencies
associated with the functions of the Bypass to create a Yolo Bypass Management Strategy
that will:

* Malntam current flood conveyance capacity;
Malntam current agricultural and other land uses and their associated lifestyles;
* Preserve existing habitat values;

* A55|st farmers in implementing economically feasible and "wildlife friendly™ practices;
* Improve fish passage, and spawning and rearing habitats; and

* Improve shorebird and waterfowl habitat.

Meetings to date have been very successful in forging a cohesive working

group that is openly discussing these many issues. The preliminary result of these meetings
has been a general willingness by landowners to discuss habitat-based land use changes in
the Yolo Bypass provided that certain factors are comprehensively addressed so that

icformed decisions can be made. The proposal you are being asked to support addresses
these factors:

e Analysis of existing compensation programs for habitat-based land use changes to
determine if they are appropriate for the Bypass. If not, specific fair market
compensation methods would be developed by locally determined agricultural land
appraisers and economists and with Bypass landowners.

e Development of a site-sensitive hydrologic and hydraulic model to be used to assess
potential impacts to the overall flood conveyance in the Bypass of proposed land use
changes. This model would be additive to existing and ongoing macro-level modeling
efforts by the US Army Corps of Engineers.
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e Development of a Memorandum of Understandingamong stakeholders that
outlines key assurances regarding flood conveyance, special status species, and fair
market compensation and establishesthe Yolo Bypass Working Group for future
discussions.

In order to be successful, habitat-based land use changes in the Bypass must have
support of all stakeholders. Actions must be locally driven and approached in a coordinated
fashion consistent with an overall plan. | urge your strong support for the activities
described above as they comprise an important step in reaching the necessary consensus for a
healthy future for the Yolo Bypass. Thank you for your favorable consideration of this
proposal.

Sincerely,

RN

HELEN M. THOMSON
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BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Steve Ritchie, Acting Executive Director
CALFED Bay-Delta Program

1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1155
Sacramento, CA. 95814

Subject: Ecosystem Restoration 2001 Proposal Solicitation

Dear Mr. Ritchie,

The Yolo County Board of Supervisorsis writing to express our support for funding the
Yolo Basin Foundation’s proposal for the Yolo Bypass Management Strategy, Phase !!.
The purpose of Phase I, now underway, is to create a working group of landowners,
water users, and relevant agencies to create an overall vision for managing multiple
resource needs within the Bypass, including maintenance of flood conveyance
capacity: preservation of existing agricultural production; encouragement of

economically feasible farm practices that improve wildlife opportunities; and protection
and enhancementof current habitat values.

A Working Group of local landowners has been meeting regularly over the past six
months to discuss the range of challenges that presently face those who own property
within the Yolo Bypass. This effort has identified several needs, which would be

addressed through the next steps in the Management Strategy process. Specifically
the proposalwould focus on the following issues:

- Analyze current compensation programs for habitat-based land use changes to
determine if they are appropriate for the Bypass. If not, specific fair market

compensation methods would be developed by locally determined agricultural land
appraisers, economists, and Bypass landowners;

-« Create a site-sensitive hydrologic and hydraulic model to be used to assess

potential impacts of ecological enhancement projects on the overall flood
conveyance;

- Develop a Memorandum of Understanding between landowners, resource
agencies, and other parties with an interest in the Bypass that outlines key issues
critical to the management of the Bypass for multiple uses. The emphasis of the
MOU would be to link the Management Strategy process to actual implementation




of projects that enhance ecological values, protect agriculture and duck club
economic viability, and ensure the flood conveyance of the Bypass.;

Prepare a benefit and cost analysis of ecological enhancement opportunities within
the Bypass;

Evaluate how critical decision-making on issues relating to the Bypass could be

improved and monitor the effectiveness of the Working Group in implementing the
above programs; and

The project is being sponsored by the Yolo Basin Foundation for the Working Group.
The Foundation has many years of experience in coordinating with a wide range of
public and private partners, including the Department of Fish and Game, the City of
Davis, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Bureau of Reclamation, and California
Waterfowl Association. Through their efforts, the Vic Fazio Yolo Wildlife Area has
become a model project for demonstrating the array opportunities that can be
accomplishedthrough the successful partnership of resource agencies, city and county
governments, landowners, farmers, and flood control interests. The next phase of the

Yolo Bypass Management Strategy would be a logical extension of this established
approach.

New ways need to be found to develop financial and regulatory mechanisms to
enhance the compatibility of agriculture and habitat. The actions described above will
play a key role in creating the partnerships between the farm and environmental
communities necessary to achieve the CALFED Ecosystem Restoration Plan. As such,
the Foundation’s proposal deserves to be fully funded to ensure its complete success.

Thank you for the opportunity to express the County’s support of the Yolo Basin
Foundation and its efforts.

Lojd Wolk, Chair
Yolo\County Board of Supervisors




Dixon Resource Conservation District

1170 North Lincoln Street, Suite 110, Dixon, CA 95620 T07-678-1655

Yolo Bypass Working Group May 10,2000
P.O. Box 943
Davis, CA 95617

Dear Yolo Bypass Working Group,

The Dixon Resource Conservation District voted unanimously on May 9,2000 to support
your most recent CALFED grant proposal for the Yolo Bypass.

The participation of local stakeholders is necessary for the development of any successful
management plan for the bypass. The goals you have outlined for the proposal are
significant to any plan that includes land use changes from current practices.

Please contact us if there is any assistance we may provide to the workgroup.

Sincerely,

Chanbos /M sewraca

Charles Misuraca
Chairman




